Health on whether any sanctions should be imposed by DHHS and, if so, what they should be.
Faculty Salaries
Daniel E. Koshland, Jr.'s editorial "A new approach to faculty salaries" (24 Mar., p. 1533) illuminates the absurdity of salary practices in academia when these become excessively driven by external pressure. If faculty members can negotiate a substantial merit increase in salary (assuming one is deserved) only by obtaining an outside offer from another university or from industry, the home university has, to some degree, abrogated its own responsibility for determining the merit salary of its faculty members. It then runs the considerable risk of losing some of its most distinguished members when their momentum begins to swing elsewhere in response to the need to seek a competitive offer. While external offers provide evidence of a faculty member's merit value, they do not replace the home university's own need to determine this value within the context of its own mission. The home university should not be the last to know about the national reputation of any of its faculty members.
Koshland's concern that low salaries might dissuade young scientists from an academic career seems well founded. Once upon a time, budding scientists could rationalize the prospects of a low salary by thinking that other qualities associated with 904 the "good academic life" would more than compensate for inadequate salary. Current students know full well that such qualities are endangered by competitive pressures to obtain grants, by the need to submerge one's own research interests for the sake of big-team science, and by the scarcity of amenities in university life. If the nation were faced with a surfeit of would-be scientists inclined toward an academic career, the current disincentives in salary, facilities, and sheer anxiety associated with this career path would make perfect sense. But given the prospects associated with a short supply of such individuals, it will be necessary to either lower standards or increase the attractiveness of an academic career. 1988, p. 19) . Libraries attempt to preserve their books, thus preventing carbon release. Rather than the extremely energy-inefficient proposal of cutting and burying whole forests underground or at sea, as suggested by Myers, I propose that scientists be encouraged to publish and that more public funds be made available for their carbon-sequestering literary activities through increased support for library establishment and maintenance, subsidized subscriptions, and research grants to generate the research necessary for yet more publications.
There are those who complain about the information glut in science and about overpublishing. While such logic may be appropriate within the limited perspective of science itself, it shows a sad lack of acceptance of our wider responsibilities to society. Referees and editors should consider manuscripts in the context of global climate change and seek to expand scientific carbon sequestering. Scientists should produce and overproduce. We are doing so anyway; now we have an excuse. Indeed, using science as an example, society should encourage a return to book reading and owning and should discourage all those pesky electronics, such as compact disks and televisions, that will do little to keep our seas from rising or our farms from drying out. A grateful world will thank us. 
